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{From the Truth Teller.] 
TO DR. BROWNLEE. 
PASTOR OF THE MIDDLE DUTCH CHURCH.—[No. 7.] 

The paths of their steps are entangled—they go to nothing 
and perish.—Job 6, 1s. 

Rey. Sirn—It does not require a long and studied 
intimacy with the workings of the human heart to 
know, that consciousness of defeat is a gnawing and 
bitter conviction to the mind: it does not need auy 
patient inquiry into the nature of man, to discover, 
even though he be a Preacher, that, to avoid the op- 
probrium of defeat he will skulk under the shelter of 
any refuge :—he will not be scrupulously nice in the 
hazard of any assertion. When defeat is obvious— 
when the toil is cast over him and escape inpossible 
—when, to use your own scriptural metaphor, the 
‘hook is in his nose, and the bridle in his lips,’ and 


the resistless hand of the victor is felt in the pull aud | 
in the jerk, then it would be unreasonable to expect | 
any thing in the form of rational proof, sober argu- | 
ment, dignified expression, or sound word, from the | 


teased and tortured victim. Really, Rev. Preacher, 
to look for gentleness of phrase, logical and thevlo- 


gical argument, even truth, from a * Writer and Gen- || 


tleman,’ having a ‘ hook’ in the cartilage of his nose 
is a most unreasonable expectancy! ‘The members 
of the swinish fraternity do not lisp in accents of 


gratitude when honored with this ornamental appen- | 


dage. Aware of the torture of mind you now expe- 


rience from defeat, we will, in charity, ascribe the | 
irritability of your temper to the consciousness of | 


failure in establishing your Rule of Faith; and to 
this irritability, not altogether to malice, we will 


attribute the gross and ribald expressions so frequent | 


in your letters. When you discovered your impo- 
tency in argument, you naturally sougtst to enlist the 


prejudices and passions of the ignorant among your | 


flock in your favor—you sought the adjutancy of the 


ribald suggestion, the obscene slander, the indelicate | 


thought, the foul word; you branded the celibacy of 
the Catholic Clergy, as a ‘ pleasant joke’—you de- 


signated the ministry of the Catholic church ‘a pol- | 


luted and immoral priesthood’—to affix a stigma on 
Nuns and Jesuits, you and your ‘ virtuous ladies’ 
sanctioned the gross and polluting tiction—‘Lorette.’ 
Your public sanction, your public recommendation 
of that corrupting tale has already handed your name 
over to the execrations of every virtuous parent in 
this city: and, while you move through the public 
haunts of men it will be as a Cain mark set on your 
forehead—a mark to which the slow and moving 
finger of scorn will point—which the tongue of vir- 
tue and religion will denounce. Yes, whether in the 
pulpit or the street; whether interpreting the ‘ He- 
brew and Greek of the Holy Ghost’ in the Middle 
Dutch Church, or entertaining your ‘christian pub- 
lie’ with * Paddy’s kettle,’ « the mail bag,’ and ‘ Pope 
Joan’ at the Protestant association ; whether direct- 
ing your ‘ virtuous ladies’ by the gas-light of your 
interior spirit to the realms of Elysium, or manufac- 
turing, by patent right, chains and sulphur and ana- 
thema for your polemic antagonists, you will be hail- 
ed by the parents of families, as the Preacher and 
minister of religion, who approved an obscene slan- 
der for the instruction of their sons and daughters. 
Your memory will live, must live—but not in bene- 
diction! As a logician ‘and theologian in proving 
and defending your Rule of Faith; your reputation 
asa scholar has suffered—as a minister of religion, 
& Preacher in the Middle Dutch Church, sanction- 
ing a false and corrupting slander, you have sunk in 
the estimation of every virtuous man; hence, as an 
object of pity, we recommend to your serious reflec- 
tions the words of Falstaff. ‘1 would to God I 
—" acommodity of good names were to be 
ght! 


It has already been remarked, Rev. Sir, that com- 


allowances must also be conceded, where nature has || 


not been prodigal of ber intellectual gifts, even though 
the bearing of gasconade and CHALLENGE have been 
,assumed to force an admission of their possession. 


|| This allowance we readily concede to you, Rev. | 


| Preacher, Writer, and Gentleman. 
| our compassion are admitted. 


Your claims on 
You say in your last 


letter: ‘I decline setting down, any more, my proof | 


of our Protestant Rule!’ Where the admission of 

inability to prove his Rule of Faith is so humbly ex- 
| pressed, it would be cruelty to insist on what cannot 
be given. The philosophic Sancho considered it an 

impossibility to make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear 

—:0 do we. Preacher Brownlee has exhausted his 

arguments in proving and defending his Rule—his 
confession is admitted. We congratulate him on the 
logical and theological extent of his knowledge, re- 
gret the sudden exhaustion of his resources—but 
thank him for what his interior spirit has imparted. 
He will find that his Rule of Faith and Calvinistic 
Creed are in our clutch. 

‘Rey. Gentlemen,’ writes the Inspirep of the 
Middle Dutch Church, ‘1 have gone over your last 
letter carcfully—you have not advanced one solitary 
idea, far less an observation or form of reason, bear- 
ing against my last arguments!’ Bold, reckless, and 
_petulent assertion—this is ever the last refuge of a 
vanquished bully. ‘No observation, no form of rea- 
|| son, bearing against my last arguments !’ What were 
your Jast arguments? What the subject at issue. 
| To exhibit the force of the queries now asked, to 
fenable the Members of the Middle Dutch Church 
and the ‘ehristian public’ to embrace at one view the 
real progress made by you in the present controversy, 
to show that your countless assertions are not proofs, 
and that you have wandered, either designedly or 
through fatuity, from the proper subject at issue, ‘ to 
fix the hook in your nose,’ a very brief review of your 
polemic skirmishing is all that is necessary. 
your CHALLENGE was accepted, you were requested 
|¢to avoid foolish and unlearned questions, knowing 
ithat they beget strife.’ 1 Tim. 2, 23—to state your 
Rule of Fagth, and who or what is your Judge of 
| controversy in matters of faith. In your letter of 

Feb. 6th, you thus state your Rule. It is here in- 


definition, or, rather, description. 
serving that the terms of this Rule have been varied 
‘in your later letters. 
of the reason which suggested this change. It shall 
be noted in its proper place. ‘The only Rule of 
Faith,’ writes the Preacher, ‘ and final Judge of Con- 
troversy, with every Protestant, is the Holy Spirit 


In these God spoke to the church in Hebrew and in 
Greek: if there be any thing not so plain, at first 
view, as 1 wish, I compare parallel passages, and 

evolve the meaning by all proper means, under the 
guidance of the fountain of truth, the spirit of God, 
who has promised to ‘ guide usin all truth. John 
16, 13. Since then, the Rule of Faith with you ‘ and 
every Protestant is the Holy Spirit speaking in the 
written word of God, the Holy Scriptyres,’ the next 
question in the rational order of dependency, was the 
inspiration of the Bible, or, in other terms, to prove 
the Bible to be the word of God. This, you and 
every Protestant must infallibly know, else you have 
no foundation on which to found an article of faith. 
Unless this be infallibly known what you term faith 
is merely human opinion. Faith admits of no hesi- 
tancy in mind, no doubt, no wavering. Hence the 
importance of our first question put to you in our 
Letter No. 1. ‘How do you know the Bible to be 
the word of God? Was this, in any sense, an im- 
proper question ? Did you enter on the present con- 
troversy with a fair and honorable spirit as a man, 
with knowledge as a theologian, with candor, sin- 

_cerity and truth as a christian, with zeal and charity 

_as a minister of religion, you would not have waited 

until your opponents had asked you to prove the 

Bible to be the word of God. It was the question 

| first and rationally to be discussed. Your arricies 

| OF CREED, the dogmas of your religion, are deduced 
| from the Bible, and from the Bible alone. With you 


posure of mind, rational proof, and the ‘form of | and every Calvinist the rationality of your religion is 


found words,’ from a Preacher writhing under the 
erness of discomfiture, would be an unreasonable 
expectancy. Certain allowances must be made for 
infirmity of mental temperament though tutored 
under the best philosophy, though drilled under the 
ine of ‘ Protestant lesson and logic.’ Certain 





| a frequent theme of exultation—to designate your re- 
| ligion a rational religion is a cant phrase common as 
a household term. But, unless you prove the Bible 


| to be the word of God—and your proof must be ri- | 


| gid, logical, infallible—you establish no right, no 
' claim, to a rational character in your religion. Why, 


When || 


| serted that your ‘ christian public’ may attend to your || 
It is worth ob- |! 


Of course you are conscious | 


speaking to us in the written word of God, the Holy | 
Scriptures, containing all the books of the Old Tes- | 
/tament, and all the books of the New Testament.— || 


then, seek a mean and dishonorable shelter from the 
| question proposed to you?) Why pander to the pas- 
/sions and prejudices of the ignorant among your 
flock to screen yourself from the difficulty involved 
in the question? Why display the bitterness of a 
| rancorous heart and malignant will in the applica- 
tion of opprobious terms to your opponents? You 
call us Deists and Infidels. Does this prove the Bi- 
ble to be the word of God ;—does it prove your reli- 
gion to be from the Bible? Does it make your heart 
the domicile of the interior spirit? Does it not prove 
your intimacy with the ‘ Hebrew and Greek of the 
Holy Ghost?’ The use of virulent and foul terms is 
the very evidence of a bad cause, the direct proof of 
inability to defend any cause. We pity the heart 
which gives shelter to slanderous invective—the flock 
you edify as a Preacher, the party you dishonor as 
their * Writer,’ the ‘ virtuous ladies’ you disgrace as 
their ‘ Gentleman !’ 

In your letter, No. 2, you affirm that the ‘ question 
touching your Rule is of infinite importance,’ yet its 
importance is mocked, for, at the end of this letrer, 
you inform ‘ your friends you were but skinmishing.’ 
This was a strange avowal from a Religionist, who 
professes such zealotry of adhesion to the * Hebrew 
and Greek of the Holy Ghost’—who asserts truth to 
he his object in the discussion of controversial topics. 
His letters No. 3 and 4 appear, and, still, it is * skir- 

_mishing ;’ the proper subject at issue is shunned,— 
| he avoids the question, ‘ How do you know the Bible 
ito be the word of God? Whence the cause of this 
delay 2? Whence the reluctance to enter on this topic 
of ‘infinite importance 1’ Is not this an evidence of 
‘inability to affix a rational character to his creed? 
You saw the difficulty, Rev. Preacher, involved in 
‘your Rule of Faith, inseparable from it, and you 
sought the trick of procrastination, supposing tt would 
| be allowed to retire into oblivion. The artifice, how- 
ever, failed, your opponents persevered, and the voice 
of your ‘ christian public’ forced you to essay an an- 
iswer. Your challenge was accepted by your anta- 
| gonists on the 3lst of January—and your first direct 
| answers to their important and vital queries is dated 
April 2d—Two months were employed in efforts 
| and subterfuges to evade the real question under de- 
bate—and the first answer is nothing but a series of 
"assertions ! There is no proof, no form of proof; 
and, vet, the logical Preacher imagined he had de- 
moustrated the Bible to be the word of God! His 
first answer is given by his antagonists under the 
form of sixteen propositions, and the proof of each 
| proposition is demanded. The ‘ Writer’ a second 
time essays, but the form of proof is still wanting. 
Like Pelion on Ossa, assertion is heaped on asser- 
tion; or, like Falstaff’s men in buckram, they mul- 
tiply under the felicitous imagination of the fabri- 
| cator. 
| We ask our readers is not this a fair statement of 
‘the real and actual progress effected in the present 
controversy. Let the Preacher rebut this statement 
ifhe can. At the end of January he was requested 
to state his Rule of Faith. This was done. He was 
then asked to prove the Bible to be the Word of God. 
This is yet to be performed. What Doctor Brown- 
lee designates proof is mere assertion—unworthy. of 
a school-boy. The debility of his first proof is ad- 
mitted by his attempt to amend it. His second proof 
is a repetition of his first assertions, with the addi- 
tion of others. Hence, the sixteen propositions re- 
main unproved; therefore, he has not yet demon- 
strated that the Bible isthe word of God: therefore, 
he has not yet affixed a rational character to his 
Rule of Faith; therefore, in the selection of his re- 
ligion he is not governed by discretion ; therefore, 
his faith is mere human opinion—therefore, he has 
no foundation on which to rest bis hope of eternal 
salvation!!! 

Where, then, most logical and inspired ‘ Writer’ 
to the Middle Dutch Church, where are the argu- 
ments to which you allude at the commencement of 
your last wondrous letter? You have not yet prov- 
ed the Bible to be the Word of God, and the Bible, 
by the very terms of your Rule of Faith, must be the 
'|actual foundation of every argument you logically 

should use. In a former letter you alluded to a visit 
to the Philadelphia Lunatic Asylam—a second might 
counteract the aberrations of intellect which still ap 
| pear to haunt you. You speak of argument, for- 
sooth, ere the foundatiow for argument be laid! If 
|| the assertions embodied in the sixteen propositions 
| be argument, then they are such as 
‘ Would well become 
A woman's story at a winter's fire” 
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To deceive the members of the Middle Dutch 
Church and your ‘christian public,’ you assert in 
your last letter, ‘we have not advanced one solitary 
new idea—far less an observation, or form of reason, 
bearing against my last arguments.” Where was 
your sanity of mind when you hazarded this rash 
assertion? Was it under the tutelage of a straight 
waistcoat in the wards of the Philadelphia Lunatic 
Asylum? Do you imagine your ‘ christian public’ 
are fools, your members of the Middle Dutch Church 
without intelligence, without the spirit of inquiry and 
investigation ? 
their only Rule of Faith is the Bible; they know 


l|of the Church, for you say ‘the authors of each of | vanquished gasconade will fret its heart in gs 


They know, as well as you, that | 


and are convinced—for the conviction rests on the | 
exercise of the merest common sense—that unless | 


the Bible be proved infallibly to be the word of God, 
their faith is as the reed in the marsh, yielding to 
every wind, tremulous under every breath of air. But 
‘there was no observation, no form of reason in our 
last letter against your arguments ” Was it not 
shown in our last that you did not prove the first of 
the sizteen propositions relatively to the Bible being 
the word of God. You did not prove any of them. 


Did we not show your form of proof to be similar to 


that of the schoolboy referring to a series of propo- 
sitions for the proof of that whose demonstration was 
required, and then requesting his examiner to see 
Euclid, as you ludicrously wrote, ‘ see Bishop New- 
ton!’ Is this no ‘observation?’ You see its force, 
and fear to attempt its refutation. In answering tlie 
second proposition, you thus wrote, ‘1 know the Bi- 
ble to be the word of God from the external evidence 
of miracles wrought by the inspired writers, and which 
were continued down to the time of St. Austin, who 
saw some wrought!!!’ Did we make no ‘ observa- 
tion’ on this non-proof, this strange assertion, this 
extraordinary discovery? Were you not asked, 
most veracious Preacher, who was the inspired wri- 
ter living and performing miracles down to the time 
of St. Austin? Is not this an observation?) Why 
have you not answered our query? Does it not 
‘ bear against your last arguments? You should have 
written, logical * Writer,’ your last assertions. The 
miracles wrought by the inspired writers are with 
you, an external evidence that the Bible is the word 
of God; and, ez abundanti, it is of course, an evi- 
dence that what was written by themselves, specially, 
is a part of the word of God. Attend, now, and 
mark the import of an ‘observation’ expressed in 
our last letter.—‘ Please, also, to inform us what 
miracles were periormed by St. Luke, St. Matthew, 
St. Jude. Did Solomon perform miracles ?” 
our last letter, No. 16,column 3. You are stranve- 
ly prone to misrepresentation, Rev. Preacher—false- 
hood is.the proper word. Adhesion to truth is no 
dishonor to your station—it does not degrade either 
the ‘Gentleman’ or the ‘ Writer.’ It is no ‘ obser- 
vation bearing against your last arguments’ to in- 
quire whether St. Luke, &c. performed miracles.— 
Their performance of miracles is to you a proof that 
what they wrote is the word of God; but you can- 
not affirm they wrought miracles, for you cannot 
prove it, therefore you cannot prove that what they 
wrote is the word of God. Will you again assert ‘ we 
did not advance one observation bearing on your last 
arguments 7’ 

You also stated there was ‘no form of reason in 
our last letter bearing against your last arguments !” 
We must again, Rev. Gentleman, insert the ‘ hook 
in your nose.’ Did you not in your Letter, No. 6, 
essay to prove the inspiration of the Bible, by refe- 
rence to authority, and did we not exhibit a form of 
reason proving this reference to authority an amend- 
ment of your Rule of Faith. Mark your words— 
*The authors of each of the books,’ writes the 
Preacher, ‘first gave evidence before the church, by 
working: miracles, and prophecying, and speaking 
tongues, that they were the accredited messengers 
of God.’ Having quoted your words, our ‘ form ot 
reason’ was thus expressed.—* Without this evidence 
the Doctor would not believe the Scriptures to be 
inspired. But this evidence he has from the testi- 
mony of the Church; therefore, without the testi- 
mony of the Church he would not believe the Scrip- 
tures to be inspired.’ Is not this a‘ form of rea- 
son?’ Is it not logical. You vaunt the great ex- 
cellence of your Protestant education, your ‘ Protes- 
tant lesson and logic.’ Test its temper against the 
preceding form of reason, the very form of Catholic 
sound words. You may bite, but it will be the viper 
against the file. Yet farther with our ‘form of rea- 
son.’ Immediately after the preceding syllogism, we 
said—‘ but the inspiration of the Scriptures is an ar- 
ticle of christian belief; and to this belief the Doe- 
tor could not be brought by the Scriptures alone.— 
Therefore the Scriptures Aone are not a sufficient 
rule of faith—Q.E.D.’ See our letter, No. 6, 4th col. 

Is there no form of reason here? Does it not ra- 
dically subvert your Rule of Faith? Your rvwr has 
been designedly inserted in this letter to prevent 
subterfuge and evasion, and that the members of the 
Middle Duteh Church and your christian public might, 
at once, recur to it. What does this Rule say !— 
Why, that ‘ the ony Rule of Faith with every Pro- 


See 


testant is the Holy Spirit speaking to usin the writ-, 
TEN word of God, the Holy Scriptures.” Now mark | 


our form of reason whieh you affirm did not exist in 
our last letter. The Holy Scriptures are your only 
Rule of Faith. To prove the Holy Scriptures to be 
the word of God, you have recourse to the testimony 


these books first gave evidence before the church, that | 
they were the accredited messengers of God.’ Your | 
belief, then, that the Holy Scriptures are the word 
of God, is founded on something different from the | 
written word of God, that is, the testimony of the 
Church, therefore, something different from the writ- 
ten word of God is also a part of your Rule of Faith | 
—therefore the Holy Scriptures aALone are not your | 
Rule of Faith. Beliefin the Holy Scriptures is with | 
you an article of Faith—but this article of Faith does 
not rest on the Scriptures themselves ; you rest it on 
the testimony of the Church; therefore, you admit | 
an article of Faith independent ofthe authority of the | 
Holy Scriptures—Therefore, the Holy Scriptures 
ALONE are not vour Rule of Faith. What think you | 
now, inspired Preacher, of your Rule of Faith !— 
What think you of ‘our forms of reason!’ Is not 
your Rule torn up by its roots and scattered to the 
winds? Is it not like the bubble blown by the) 
child in the sport of infancy, flimsy, and hollow—a 


shell around vacuity, but without a tincture of the | 


rainbow coloring, which gladdens the infant’s sight. | 
Did we adduce the other ‘ observations and forms 
of reason against your arguments’ contained in our 
letter, we should be under the nec essity of repeating 
it as printed. We refer your ‘christian public’ to 
it, and to induce them to study our ‘forms of rea- 
son,’ in the streneth of the firmest conviction we 
assert, you cannot refute one of these forms. if they 
read, as argument and proof should be read, free 
from prepossession of mind—if they submit to the 
native strength of their own understanding, untainted 
and unbiassed by the misrepresentation and interest- 
ed assertions of the Preacher—if they cast off the 
film of sectarian prejudice from their sight, and view 
Dr. Brownlee’s Rule 
of Faith, in its singleness of object, there is no can- 
did, impartial, and educated mind but will admit, 
that, the Writer of the Middle Dutch Church Aas not 
proved his Rule of Faith, that he has abandoned it, 
that the 
proved the Bible to be the word of God. 


the question, really at issue. 


sible ALONE Is not his Rule. that he has not 


On many occasions during the present controversy 


an unpleasant task has beeu imposed on us—the ex- 
position of studied misrepresentation and absolute 


falsehood. "The character of the station occupied by 


our polemie adversary should have been a surety 
against this dishonorable subterfuge in the discussion 
of any topie—certainly in that of religion. But it 


appedrs, and the admission must be made, the color 
of a man’s coat, monotonous severity of aspect, Jon- 
fullacious im 
proving the possession of a charitable heart and ho- 
norable rectitude of will, as the Preacher’s ¢ Protes- 
tant lesson and logic’ in proving his Protestant Rule 
of Faith. A preacher may assert he ts charitable, 
attached to truth, and logical: but, then, a three 


gitudinal dimension of visawe, are as 


month’s drilling in controversial ¢ skirmishing’ and 
‘squinting’ has proved that a Preacher’s assertion is 
not argument. As little propensity to love of truth 
and common sense ts exhibited in his last letter as in 
the early numbers; and, assuredly there is as little 
indication of the * form of sound words’ on his Rule 
of Faith. His intellect is not manufactured from 
penetrable stuff—it is as guiltless of thought and ar- 
sument at the present hour as when it exulted in the 
gasconade of ‘CHALLENGER’ against his 
We recommend the Italian proverb to 
keeping. 


opponents. 
his mental 


“Chi lava la testa al asino, perde il sapone : 
E chi predica al deserto perde il sermane.”’ 
; eee: . ; 
if it please him better, he may ponder it in English. 
“To change poor Brownlee, do not hope ; 
"Tis vain to shave an Ass’s face, 
And only labor to misplace, 


And loss of words, indeed, as well as soap. 


Your chivalrous intrepidity, Rev. Gentleman, in 
false assertion relatively to the absence of ‘ observa- 
tion and form of reason bearing against your last ar- 
cument’ mm our last letter, has already been-sufficienth 
exposed. We do not envy the composure of mind 
this exposition will effect: nor does it excite our 
wonder to tind the corollary of this false and reck- 
less assertion thus expressed :—* This being the case, 
I decline setting down, any more, my proof of our 
Protestant rule!’ Exeellent—worthy of the gigan- 
tic erudite in the *‘ Hebrew and Greek of the Holy 
Ghost’—a fine illustration of your ‘ Protestant lesson 
and logic!’ You unblushingly make a false asser- 
tion, and, on the strength of this assertion, ‘decline 
setting down, any more, your proof of your Protes- | 
tant rule!’ It is hoped the members of the Middle 
Dutch Chureh will note this avowal of inability to 
prove your Rule. Will you say it is not an avowal 
of inability—not a disgraceful shelter from the ar-| 
guments of your opponents?) Your plea for declin- 
ing is founded on a false assertion, it is your excuse 
for declining any further discussion on your rule— 
hence, your avowal to decline, is equivalent to a for-| 
mal acknowledgment of pereat. Since you cannot, 
then, prove your Rule of Faith, your religion is irra- 
tional. Your creed is the dropsied offspring of mere 
human opinion—it is an emanation from the passions 
of earth—it is toa gross to ascend above earth’s ex- 
halations—it cannot elevate human hope to the Se- 
raph’s abode—it cannot console on earth, it cannot 
say I have a resting place in Heaven !—Defeat, dis- 


| comfiture, and rout, this is a bitter and gnawing con-| 


viction. Degraded, dishonored, unpitied! How 


/with them other two.’ 


ness! How misery will ruminate over the indiserg, 
tion of CHALLENGE, and yearn for the reputation Joy 
and the pinnacle from which it fell! A crear 
has fallen in Israel! Ye choristers of the Midd 
Dutch Church muffle your tongs of joy, ‘ the ingyj 
ed Writer of Zion, and he that was clothed jpn the 
best gold—how is he esteemed as an earthen ya 
sel!’ Ye ‘ virtuous ladies’ chant the requiem of yoy 
gentleman—‘ let tears run down like a torrent 4 
and night; give yourselves no rest, and let not th 
apples of your eyes cease !’ 

Your Rule of Faith, Rev. Doctor, being subver, 
ed, annihilated, its destiny being now fixed, it jy 
matter of no consequence to us, whether or not “you 
decline setting down, any more proof.’—With th 
estimate the members of the Middle Dutch Chur 
may form of your resolution we sball not concen 
ourselyes—they are left to repose on their ow 
thoughts. But your determination to decline argu 
ment on this vital topic shall be no finger-post for 
our guidance. Your Rule of Faith will still be oy 
primary theme. As Prince Henry said of Falstaff; 
exploit on Gadshill, ¢ it will be argument for a week, 
laughter fora month, and a good joke for ever.’ You 
affirm you have ‘fully established’ your Rule—tha 
the Bible is the word of God! Where? Jack Fal. 
stafl, to prove he had slaughtered the rogues jp 
Buckram, hacked his sword, and cried out, ‘ecg 
signum.’ Dr Brownlee, when asked if he have pro- 
ved the Bible to be the word of God, exclaims, ‘gy 
Bishop Newton!’ 

There is intrinsic evidence in your last letter, Rey, 
Gentleman, that there has been a muster of interiq 
spirits—‘ white, black, and grey.’ The ‘ friends’ 
whom you tendered the excuse of skirmishing in a 
early letter, have come to your aid. ‘'bhe reveilk 
has been beaten on the drum ecclesiastic. The wok 
however, is but poorly tesselated—_the hand of the 
artist is not there; the joints are badly set; the 
dove-tailing lacks tenacity. Harmony is wanting, 
unity is absent, the entire structure is crazye 
The dry bones over which you and your Calvinistie 
coadjutors have prophecied, wriggle in their sock 
ets, their ambling is unsteady—in the words of Ho 
spur, 

“Tis like the forced gait, of a shuffling nag.” 

Such as it is, we shall greet its leading matter with 
a few remarks. We are not Deists, not Infidels; 
we respect and obey the Scriptures—* whoever shall 
force thee to go one mile,’ says St. Matthew, ‘Go 
Matt. 5, 41. 

We proved your Rule of Faith to be apparently 
contradictory, by a reference to the 2d Book of 
Kings, Sc. and 26 v. and to the 2d Book of Chron. 
tlc. 2v. Inthe Book of Kings as above quoted, 
it is said, that Ahasiah was 22 years old when he 
began to reign; and in the Book of Chronicles it i 
said that he was forty-two years old when he began 
to reien. You, Rev. Doetor, have argued, as if 
frenzied with victory, against our Rule of Faith, from 
the clashing of Popes, councils, and divines. To 
bring you to sober thinking, we took the liberty te 
call your attention to the apparent contradictions, 
which are found, in not a few instances, in your Rule 
of Faith, and concluded, that, if our Rule is to be 
rejected on the ground of imaginary contradiction, 
vour Rule must inevitably share the same fate. This 
conclusion, Rey. Sir, no ¢ Protestant lesson or logie’ 
will ever be able to disprove. We had also another 
object in view ; mark it, let the members of the Mié 
dle Duteh Church mark it. In pointing out somed 
the apparently contradictory texts of the Bible, we 
were convinced that Dr. Brownlee believed his Rule 
of Faith to be perfectly consistent, and that his proofs 
would be given in all the fullness of an erudite in the 
‘ Hebrew and Greek of the Holy Ghost.’ We have 
not been disappointed. This theologue, whose ¢ only 
Rule of Faith is the written word of God, and judge 
of controversy, the Holy Ghost speaking to us in it 
tells us that this rule is not contradictory, because 
Bochart, Whitby, Lightfoot, Jahn and Bug, tell him 
there is no contradiction to be found in the passages 
we have quoted. Dr. Brownlee believes that there 
are no really contradictory passages in the Scrip 
tures, his Rule of Faith. Is his belief of this point 
founded on the Scriptures? No, it rests on the a 
thority of Bochart, Lightfoot, and Bug. ‘Therefore, 
the Doctor’s ‘only Rule of Faith is not the word 
God but the word of men equally fallible as himself. 
We now call on the Preacher of the Middle Duteb 
Church, to produce one passage of holy writ, t0 
prove, that there is no contradiction, m the places @ 
which we have referred. This is the radical poith 
This, solely, the question. 

The solutions you have given, can have no weight 
with you or with any whose ‘onty Rule of Faith # 
the word of God.’ Your Rule of Faith, exhibits 
you as one, who believes nothing in religion, but 
what is founded on the word of God, and your sol 
tions exhibit you as believing in the consistency 
the word of God on the authority of Bochart, Whit 
by, Lightfoot, &c. &c. This, Rev. Sir, is realizing 
the fable of the centaur. The monster, it is sal 
blew hot and cold at the same time: thus we dit 
pose of the learned labor of yourself and coadjutor 
and ‘put the hook in your nose.’ 

In the second part of your letter, you tell us, thet 
‘the appointed Ministry of Christ, acting and mil- 


° : . . : 
istering in his name, read and expound the word. 
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Does not. this concession involve a belief on your || testimony that this ordinance is apostolical.’ Uni- || dressed to the pre 


art, that the people are bound to hear and receive 
with docility, what the ‘ appointed Ministry of 
Christ’ teaches in his name? How, then, in view | 
of this concession, can you say, that the Scriptures | 
are the only Rule of Faith? Oh, but we refer the | 

ople to the Scriptures, we tell the people not to | 
believe us but to believe God, says Dr. Brownlee. | 
But, Rev. Doctor, how can you refer the people to_ 


the Scriptures for the belief of those points of chris- | 


tian faith, which are not found in the Scriptures, | 


such as the canonicity, the integrity, and inspiration || 


of the books of Scriptures? We have also told you, | 


that, in referring the people to the word of God, you, 
substitute your own interpretations of this word, for | 
the word itself, and thereby deceive them. Though | 
you pretend to allow them to think for themselves, | 
it is quite the reverse. We cannot, Rev. Sir, forget | 
the famous Synod of Dort, at which the Divines of | 
almost every Protestant state in Europe assisted.— 

Did not this Synod fully establish the doctrine of a 

living and speaking tribunal in the church, in seiz- 

ing upon and imprisoning for seven monthis, and at | 
length sending into exile, without permitting them 

to see their wives or families, fifteen Divines, Re- 

monstrant, or Arminian, who refused to subscribe 

to their predestinarian decree? See Brandt. Tom. 
2, p. 172. Will Preacher Brownlee, in the face of 
this fact, say, that Calvinistic Parsons allow people 

to think for themselves in matters of religion, and 

that they do not keep their consciences in their | 
pockets ? 

In the third division of your epistle, you rebuke 
us for despising the traditions of the old Italic, Greek, 
Syriac, and African churches. Such contempt, you 
say, ‘is the consummation of sacerdotal arrogance.’ 
We emphatically deny the charge, Rev. Sir, and 
time will convince you, that we are not wanting in 
respect to the traditions of those ancient churches. | 


But is it not the extreme of folly in one, whose only | 


onenenenianieneiameamenats 





| Yersalis consensus Ecclesia omnium temporum est | 
_testimonium quod heec ordinatio sit Apostolica. Give 
attention, now Rey. Doctor, to the following ‘form 
of reason,’ it will * bear on your arguments.’ If the 
church be infallible in transmitting one tradition to 
after ages, why not in all, since the Apostle, St. Paul, 
when he calls the church ‘the pillar and ground of 
truth,’ 1 Tim. 3, 15, does not speak in a limited 
sense, but absolutely and without restriction? Will 
you decline an answer ? 

Strange Rey. Sir, that your only judge of contro- 
versy, the Holy Ghost, speaking to you in the Scrip- 
tures does not decide this controversy between you 
and the Baptists. But you agree to differ, because 
there are differences between the Jesuits and Jan- 
senists : so then, it is nothing to disobey the Apos- 
tolic precept of avoiding ‘ sects’ ‘which exclude from 
the kingdom of God,’ of thinking ‘ the same thing,’ 
of having ‘ one faith, and one baptism,’ because Jes- 
uits and Jansenists differ!!! But we all ¢* think the 
same thing,’ for we agree to differ; we are ‘dear 
| Protestant brethren,’ says Dr. Brownlee ; ‘we all 
lean on the great principle of the Reformation, which 
tells us that the truth of God is contained in the Bi- 
ble alone. But what this truth is, what christianity 
is, we know not. Believe in the divinity of Christ, 
in the "Trinity, in eternal torments, you are a chris- 
tian. Do not believe in any of these points, you are 
still a christian. Whatever your individual opinions 
may be, if you think they are found in the Bible, 
that is enough. Who can presume to determine what 
is necessary to be believed?) The Catholic church 
has done this, and has done it from the beginning, 
we have, therefore, flung off her slavish yoke: we 
then cannot consistently determine what any one ts 
to believe: we confess that it will appear strange, 
that God has spoken to man, without it being in 
man’s power to know what he said, but we must be- 
lieve, that this is the case, or that Protestantism is 


Rule of Faith is the Bible, thus to declaim in favor | false. Remain easy then, in this state of incertitude, 


of tradition ? 
lead you so far astray, as not to see, that the mo- 
ment you admit that the change of the Sabbath and 
infant baptism can be settled but by tradition, you 
abandon the word of God as your onty Rule of Faith. 
To this we respectfully call the attention of the chris- 
tian public. 


To us it appears evident, that you were never’ 


taught the elements of true logic, or you would not 
in all your conclusions depart so far from your pre- 
mises. From the beginning of this controversy, we 
have demonstrated the inconclusiveness of your proofs 
from Scripture. We have another instance before 
us in your attempt to prove the abrogation of the 
Jewish Sabbath from the sacred writings. Ht is truly 
ridiculous. You quote from the first to the Corin- 
thians, c. 16, vy. 1,2. ‘ Now concerning the collec- 
tion for the saints, as I have given order to the 
churches of Galatia, even so do ye. Upon the first 
day of the week, let every one of you lay by him in 
store as God hath prospered him, that there be no 
gathering when I come.’ 
fore, the Jewish Sabbath has been abrowated, and 
Sunday has been substituted in its stead!!! Why, 
Rey. Sir, the veriest old crone among your virtuous 
ladies, will see that this conclusion is not contained 
in the premises, and that the inveterate habit of draw- 
ing such conclusions argues a ‘ derangement of the 
moral faculty.’ One thing is certain,the Holy Ghost 
must consider you no very extraordinary genius, 
when, after a course of some thirty or forty years in 
this school, you betray such ignorance of elementa- 
ry principles. The Sabbath of the Lord abrogated, 
because the primitive christians were in the habit of 
assembling on the first day of the week! Did not the 
Apostles themselves observe the Jewish Sabbath ? 
Read the 2d chapter of the Acts, and you will find 


in the 46th verse, that ‘ they continued daily with one | 


accord in the temple.’ It is also true, that the ob- 
servance of the old seventh day, or Saturday, con- 
tinued in the eastern churches even after the destrue- 
tion of the city and temple of Jerusalem. See the 
discourse on the Lord’s day, by John Howell, a 
presbyter of the church of England. You believe, 
Rey. Doctor, that the Jewish Sabbath has been ab- 
rogated. This you cannot prove from Scripture alone. 
Therefore, Scripture alone is not your.rule of faith. 

_ The Baptists will not listen to your lecture, though 
given with all the tenderness of a brother in full com- 


_ munion. They will tell you that God is the imme- 


diate instructor of the faithful, and that the Holy 
Spirit directs them in their belief and practice, and 
that your theology is sinful. They will also run to 
the authority of the renowned Luther, who will tell 
them that the practice of infant baptism cannot be 
proved from the Scripture alone: attend to his words 
-—they are found in his letter written to two clerev- 
men on the subject of infant baptism. <I answer. 
On texts of Scripture you cannot validly est 
the practice of infant baptism among the early chris- 
tians.’ In the preceding words it is admitted by Lu- 
ther, that the practice of infant baptism cann 
established on the express words of Scripture ; that 
the necessity of this practice is sufficiently enforced 
by received tradition and the uninterrupted custom 
of the church. Receive another great Protestant 
authority on this subject. Melancthon in Loc. Theol. 
Tit. de Bap. Parvulorum, says; ‘the universal ac. 
cordance of the church throughout all ages, 
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Your conclusion is, there- || 


Can your Protestant lesson and logic | and be convinced that you can be good christians, 


without knowing what you are to believe, in order to 

be christians: we are ‘dear Protestant brethren,’ 

our differences are nothing when compared to those 

of the Jesuits and Jansenists.’ Indeed, Rev. Sir, if 
‘| the Council of Trent or the creed of Pope Pius the 
1 4th, taught ws to believe as you believe, we should 
| soon fling them to the winds. 

You tell us that ‘ the traditions given by the Apos- 
tles from Christ, are immediate communications by 
inspiration :’ will you refuse to be governed by such 
traditions? will you prove frem the Bible that the 
Apostles wrote every: thing that Christ taught them ? 
will you prove, if the Apostles did not write all they 
were taught by Christ, and commanded to preach to 
the world, that what they left unwritten could not be 
safely handed down to us, by the church, the ‘pillar 
and ground of truth ? Could the pillar and the ground 
of truth give us for Christ’s doctrine, what Christ 
never taught? Here Sir, is a fair opportunity of 
defending your rule of faith, will you ‘decline’ it ? 

We repeat, that it is painful to be obliged to ex- 
pose your ignorance where you ought to be better 
informed. Your attacks on the Vulgate you have 
borrowed from Pope’s fourth speech in the discus- 
sion with M’Guire. Strange that the castigation he 

received did not terrify you from venturing on the 
same ground. The Catholic champion earnestly 
‘ealled on the Biblical crusader to compare the Six- 
‘| tine and Clementine editions of the Bible, with the 
| Vulgate of St. Jerome, and to point out any substan- 
tial difference, if any could be found. This he did 
‘| not do, and for a very obvious reason. Yet after this 
failure on the part of Mr. Pope, you have the effront- 
ery to invoke ‘all the learned to judge between us, 


and you pronounce our quotations from approving | 


| Protestants as deceptions and absolutely to no pur- 
| pose.’ Believe us, Rev, Sir, that neither Mills, nor 
Walton, nor Grotius, will be given up by us, on the 
ipse dizxit of the Preacher of the Middle Dutch church. 
They were learned in Biblical criticism, and profes- 
sed the greatest esteem for the Vulgate. 
Protestants ought to pause before they institute a 
comparison between their English translations of the 
Bible and our Doway translation. They are the 
children of the Bible, and of the most abominably 
corrupted Bible that ever appeared. We make no 
random assertions. Mark our proofs and weigh 
them well. Read the famous Broughton’s advertise- 
ment of corruption to the Lords of the council in the 
year 1604, and recollect that he was a Puritan: he 
tells us the public English translation caused millions 
of millions to reject the New Testament and to run 
into eternal flames. That it perverts the text of the 
Old Testament in more than eight hundred places. 
| That it is inferior to the Alcoran. 
| In the Hampton Court Conference, pp. 45, 46, 47, 
‘all the English Bibles are pronounced infamous 
|translations. For the history of these translations, 
we refer to Bishop Pretyman’s elements of theology, 
vol. 2, p. 18, and also to Johnson’s historical account 
of English translations, and for the corruptions that 
exist even in all the late editions of the English Pro- 
‘testant Bible, we refer to the pamphlet of Mr. Curtis 
on this subject. As you profess intimacy with the 
'* Hebrew and Greek of the Holy Ghost,’ and it is 
_ presumed, are interested in the Protestant transla- 
\tions of the Bible, you; of course, have seen the 


| pamphlet of Dr. Curtis, a dissenting minister, ad- 





sent Protestant Bishop of London. 
In this pamphlet the Rev. Mr. Curtis states, as the 
result of a laborious examination of a great number 
of Bibles, that, in the modern editions, he has de- 
tected no less than 2931 intentional departures from 
King James’s Bible, in seven books, or only a fourth 
part of the canon of the Scriptures! On the inten- 
tional departures from what is termed in England 
the authorized version of the Scriptures, we refer you 
to the averments madg by several highly respectable 
witnesses before the select committee of the House 
of Commons on King’s Printers’ Patents. From 
this examination and the pamphlet of the Rev. Mr. 
| Curtis, you will obtain knowledge of which you are 
now ignorant, though you exult in your Protestant 
education. You will discover not merely faithless- 
ness in rendering the word of God, but studied and 
intentional departure from the sense. On this sub- 
ject you are also referred to Fuller’s ‘ Fye for Shame,’ 
written about the year 1660: he assigns as one cause 
of the growth of infidelity in the land, ‘the late many 
false and erroneous impressions of the Bible” We 
shall meet you again on this topic. 

As to the Doway translation of the Bible, its great- 
est fault is its too close adherence to the original. 
This, Sir, is the only objection that Bishop Pretyman 
urges against it. ‘It retains,’ says this learned di- 
vine, ‘too many Eastern, Greek and Latin words.’ 
Now, Sir, this to us, who are fond of antiquity, is a 
yreat commendation, as it plainly preves, that the 
authors of this version did not take the same liberties 
with the sacred text, that were taken by Tindal, Co- 
verdale, the Geneva divines and others. The learn- 
ed historian of Oxford, Anthony Wood, will inform 
you, that Doctor Gregory Martin, the brightest or- 
nament of that University, and the chief translator 
of the Doway Bible, ‘ was a most excellent linguist, 
exactly read and versed in the sacred Scriptares, 
who went before all of bis time in human literature.’ 
See Anthena Oxon. For the purity and fidelity of 
this version, we hold ourselves responsible, and would, 
even in this stage of our controversy, though a de- 
parture from the point in debate, enter on a critical 
examination of the passages, which you say are badly 
| rendered, if we were not afraid of extending this let- 
ter beyond a reasonable length. Let it suffice for 
the present, that the Pope is convinced, from the re- 
| port of the Bishops in the countries where the Eng- 
lish language is commonly spoken, that the Doway 

translation and the different editions of it, are all free 
from substantial error. This is all that the discipline 
of our church requires with regard to the different 
translations from the. Vulgate—and it is in virtue of 
this discipline, that Dr. Power did assert, that Ro- 
man Catholics were not prevented by their pastors 
from reading the Bible in the vulgar tongue, 

At No. 5, of your last letter, there is a buttress for 
your rule of faith, to which, it was supposed, you 
dared not have recourse——the authority of the fathers! 
But any support will be grasped at by a sinking man. 
You are, Rey. Preacher, a paradoxical compound of 
strange inconsistencies. Did the most profoundly 
intimate with modern chemistry, submit your pia 
mater to analysis, he would be at fault. No skill, no 
dexterity, in the art of manipulation could effect it. 
Return to your letter, No. 1, Feb. 9, and you will 
find the following passage at page 45 of the ‘ Truth 
Teller.’ 

“ As for the Fatruers of the Greek and Latin Churches, 
I profess to read them as much as any of my learned anta- 
gonists. And I wii. receive their pages with profound 
veneration, and sit at their feet, as THE EXPOSITORS OF 
TRUTH, as soon as the Catholic Church of Rome shall pro- 
duce a GENUINE copy of, them as the Fathers wrore, and 
LEFT, their sentiments—namely, an EDITIO EXPURGATA, 
FREE Of all the scandalous alterations and corruptions MADE 
in them by the monks of the dark ages.” 

The inference from the preceding passage written 
by Dr. Brownlee in his first letter 18, obviously, this 
—a correct edition of the works of the Fathers does 
not exist, for, he says, the monks of the dark ages 
corrupted them. Yet, in opposition to this positive 
assertion he quotes from the works of the Fathers 
corrupted by the monks because he thinks it supports 
his cause! He says, ‘ produce a genuine copy and 

I will receive their pages with profound veneration |’ 
Yet, to support his rule of faith, and wanting an edi- 
tio expurgata, he props his creed on quotations from 
the Fathers! Is there in the records of controver- 
sial history so striking an example of inconsistency 
—such direct contradiction? When preachers, who 
arrogate to themselves an intimacy with the interior 
spirit, who would monopolize whatever is profound 
and good in clerical education, who vaunt their ‘Pro- 
testant lesson and logic,’ thus rush ito mconsisten- 
cies and contradictions, what should be the measure 
of their castigation? The threat of Falstaff would 
be a mild infliction. ‘ An I have not,’ says the hon- 
‘est knight, * ballads made on you all, and sung to 
filthy tunes, let a cup of sack be my poison.’ 
| 'To prove, however, how vain the refuge is of the 
Preacher in the Middle Dutch church, when he ap- 
peals to the authority of the Fathers on his rule of 
faith, we shall meet him on this subject in a future 
letter. At present our reference must be limited. — 
Two or three of the most important are selected. 

As your predilections, most consistent Preacher, 
lean to Greek, we shall first introduce St. Chrysos- 
tome. You adduce the Fathers as supporting your 

rule of faith and hostile to our. Let this be borne in 
‘| mind by our readers. We refer you to your first 
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quotation from St. Chrysostome and ask you, does 

it say the Bible is the only rule of faith? It does not; 

it merely recommends the reading of the Scriptures. 

Deduce any other inference if you can. But mark | 
the words of St. Chrysostome in his 4th Homily on | 
the 2d Epistle to the Thessalonianss He does not) 
admit the Bible as the only rule of faith, for he says | 
the tradition of the church must be credited. ‘Hence,’ | 
he writes, ‘ St. Paul did not include all the things in | 
his Epistle, for many things gre unwritten by him; 
and those are also worthy of belief. Wherefore, we 
deem the tradition of the church werthy of faith.— | 
There is tradition; therefore ask no more.’ | 

The passages from St. Austin do not support the | 
conclusion that the Bible is the only rule of faith.— | 
We refer you to the context connected witb your ci- 
tations. Attend to the import of the entire, not toa, 

Writing on infant baptism, his words are, lib. | 
18, de Generi ad literam, cap. 23: * The custom of | 
our muther, the church, in baptizing children, must | 
not on any account be condemned, neither must it be 
supposed a superfluous practice—for faith in it is 
founded on apostolical tradition.’ Hence, according 
to St. Austin, the Bible is not the only rule of faith. 
In his work against the Epistle of Fundamentus, he 
affirms, ‘ he would not believe in the Gospel were it 
not for the authority of the church.’ 

St. Jerome writing against the Luciferians, says, 
‘ though the authority of Scripture were wanting, the 
accordance of the whole world would here have the 
force of a precept.’ We shall again recur to the au- 
thority of the Fathers’ against the Preacher’s Protes- 
tant Rule of Faith. 

You tell us that‘we make Augustine affirm that 
Pope Marcellinus was not an idolater, and that this 
slander was raised by the Donatists.’ We did not 
make St. Augustine affirm, but we said that St. Augus- | 
tine affirmed, that the idolatry of Marcellinus was a 
slander of the Donatists. The authority of Pope Pius 
the 2d as to an historical fact, is only to be respected, 
in as much as it is well founded ; and with every res- 
pect for his sublime dignity, we must confess that we 
prefer the authority of St. Augustine, in the present 


versed in historical criticism—for example, he was 
nearer to the time of the occurrence, and possessed 
understanding to discover the truth, and honesty to 
announce it. Inthe seventh section of your Hydra 
Epistle, you politely accuse us of a ‘reckless disre- 
gard oftruth,’ for saying that no divine of the church 
of Rome ever taught that infallibility was lodged in 
the Pope alone.’ We do not avoid the weight of 
this assertion. But how do you convict us of false- 
hood? By an argument at once the most stupid and 
absurd. Bellarmine isa son ofthe church ; but Bel- 
larmine says that the Pope is above a general council. 
Therefore Bellarmine believed that infallibility re- 
sides in the Pope alone. Now, Sir, Bellarmine be- 
lieved that Christ was above the Apostles. Therefore, 
according to you, Bellarmine believed that infallibili- | 
ty was confined to Christ alone. and that the Apostles | 
were not infallible. Dear Doctor we despair of ever | 
making a logician of you. 

The Jesuits, you say, have been in the habit of | 
opposing the Bible Rule of Faith, by an argument | 
taken from the abuse of it by the different sectaries. | 
Attend to truth in your assertions, Rev. Sir. The | 
Jesuits, and we say that the Bible as interpreted by | 
every individual according to his own private spirit, | 
was never established by Christ as the only Rule of 
Faith. Nor are we singular in this opinion. 


conceit of private interpretation has made thousands | 
so headstrong even in gross and palpable errors ; 
that a man whose capacity will scarce serve him to | 
utter five words in a sensible manner, blusheth not 
in any doubt concerning matter of Scripture, to think | 
his own bare yea as good as the nay of all the wise | 
and learned judgments that are in the whole world. | 
Which insolency must be repressed or it will be the | 
bane of the christian religion.’ We argue against | 
your Rule of Faith, the Bible interpreted by private | 
judgment, because it is the ‘ bane of the christian 
religion.’ 
In ayswer to your questions against the perpetual | 
visibihty of the Church of Christ, allow us to ask | 
you with St. Augustine ‘What dost thou mean, O| 
Heretic, by flying into darkness?’ Our Saviour has | 
said that the doers of evil love darkness more than | 
the light. Hence, if you ask the heretic, who ex-| 
pounds the scripture? He will tell you, the scrip- | 
ture itself: the private spirit. If you ask him which | 
are the marks of the true Church? He answers, | 
the true preaching word, more difficult to be discov- | 
ered than the Church herself. If you ask, where | 
was the Protestant Church before Luther? He an-| 
swers it was in the wilderness, it was in corners, in | 
mountains, and in deserts. These without doubt | 
would be Dr. Brownlee’s answer. But let him lis-| 
ten to the famous Dr. Field, Lib. 1, Cap. 10. * There | 
18,’ says he, ‘ and always hath been a visible church.’ 
* This idea of an invisible church,’ says Melanchton, 
‘causes endless confusion, and induceth a common- 
wealth of unruly raffians or Atheists.” See Melagct. 
in Prefat. Corp. Doct. Christ. Again-we call on him 
to listen to the prophet Isaias, c. 60, 11, who speaks 
of the church of Christ in the following manner :— 
* Therefore thy gates shall be open continually, they 





shall not be shut day nor night; mark the reason, | 


| attention. 


THOS. C. 


We | 
have referred to Hook, a Protestant, in his Ecclesi- || 
astical Polity, p. 119, where we are told ‘that this | 





THE JESUIT. 


Rev. Sir, ‘ that men may bring to thee the forces of 
the Gentiles.’ We ask you candidly, if a continual 
admittance into the church could exist without con- 
tinual visibility? Your remarks on this text are 
worthy only of a Sabbath scholar. Isaias 2, c. 2, 
and Mich. 4, 2, describe the church as ‘ a mountain 
on the top of mountains’ as ‘a city whose watchmen 
shall never hold their peace.’ If these words be true, 
an invisible church is no church. When there is 
only question of the church of Christ on earth, that 
church which Christ commands us to hear, and to 
' obey, is it not ridiculous in you to fly from this mili- 











(tant church on earth, to the church triumphant in 
|heaven? We answer, that the church triumphant | 
in heaven is not visible ; but will it, therefore, follow | 
that the militant church on earth is not always visi- | 
ble? Perhaps Protestant Jesson and Jogic may jus- 
tify this conclusion ; ours will not. Was the church 
visible in the days of King Ahab: ‘where?’ In the 
kingdom of Judah, under the pious king Josaphat. 
Shame for a Sabbath school scholar to betray so 
much ignorance of the condition of the old Jewish | 
church. 

In conclusion, Rev. Sir, we have to state, that the 





vi) 


? 


Vow. IV, 


INFORMATION WANTED 


F Terence Riley, from near Ardagh, county Longford Ine. 
land; his father’s name was Charles, he had_a brother 
named Charles also; he was brought up a cooper in the em, 
ploy of Henry Gunn, Wine Merchant, in Dublin. He 
grated from there about 60 years ago, and resided) either in 
ennsylvania or Maryland. Any information respecting hj 
whether living or dead, will be most thankfully received by 
his nephew, PATRICK’ RILEY 
South Boston, Mass. May 18. 
N. B. The Editor of the Truth Teller would confer a fayg 
by giving the above an insertion. 


INFORMATION WANTED 


F John Sullivan, who mairied Mary Keene, 8 years 

and in about a year after left Ireland for Quebec. Jy ig 
not known what is become of him. His brother, Danie] Sul. 
livan, of Ballin Garry in the Barony of Cossleigh, county of 
Limerick, Ireland, who is now in Boston, is anxious to heg 
from him. May 1], 











Scripture makes no mention of the baptism of in- | 
'fants—no mention of the procession of the Holy | 


|| Ghost from the Father and the Son ; no mention of 


the Son being consubstantial with the Father; no 
mention of the change of the Sabbath into the Lord’s 
'Day. To believe the Scriptures themselves to be the | 
| word of God, is as necessary for salvation, as to be- | 
lieve any thing which the word of God contains. | 





| That the Scriptures are the word of God, cannot be | 
proved from the Scriptures. To know which is a || 

“yee | 
true sense of Scripture, a true translation, which are || 


the canonical books of Scripture, and which not, are 
| necessary to salvation. 
are mentioned in Scripture ? 


If they are not men- 


‘tioned in Scripture will you say that the Scripture is | 
Will you say that it is the | 
Again, if it be your only Rule | 
The written || 
word of God commands us to abstain from blood and || 
instance, for reasons which must strike every one | 


ithe whole word of God ? 
ony Rule of Faith ? 


(of Faith, whysdo you contradict it? 


strangled meats, which all christians observed for 
|some considerable time. 


,ed only by our tradition. 


tradition? If you abandon your cause, Rev. Doctor, 
without a solution to the above queries, what will the 
/public think of you? 


|Thougir we are your opponents, our advice is worth 
Recollect the old saying, ‘ fas est ab at 
| hoste doceri.’ We are, Sir, your obdt. servts, 
JOHN POWER, 
LEVINS. 
New York, May &th, 1833. 
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The Bishop returned to Boston on the I4th inst. having ad | 
ministered the Sacrament of Confirmation to the Catholics 0: | 

. ‘ * 
Providence and Newport. | 
| 


It is gratifying to learn that the Catholics of New Haven 
have lately purchased a beautiful lot of ground in a central | 
situation on which they intend to erect a Church without de- | 
lay. Those of Bangor, Me. have done the same. The increase | 
of Catholics in several other towns of New England, in which 
the Catholic religion was entirely unknown until very lately, | 


has been such that churches will soon have to be erected in | 
them for their accommodation. 


[From the Catholic Miscellany.] 
Extract of a letter from Rome, dated Feb. 23, 1833. 


“ There was this day a congregation of the Propaganda at 
which the Pope presided. Detroit, [Mich.] was created into 
a See, and the Right Riv. Doctor Reze appointed its first 
Bishop. The Right Rev. Doctor Purcett. president of Mt. 
St. Mary's College, Emmettsburg, [Md.] was appointed Bi- 
shop of Cincinnati, Ohio. Several other questions regard- | 
ing the American church were laid over until the next Con- | 
gregation, amongst them was that respecting the propriety of | 
creating a new See at Vincennes, Indiana. Cardinals Weld, 
Lambruschianni and Sale, were appointed a committee to 
make the necessary enquiries, and to report upon the same, 
and other questions. 

**T was invited by his Eminence the Cardinal Pepictanni, 
the prefect of Propaganda to ordain a Deacon for the Irish 
mission: and accordingly on Sunday, the 17th inst. in the 
chapel of that college I ordained the Rev. Micnart Hope, of | 
Meath. I am also engaged by the Irish Franciscans to preach 
at St. Isidore’s on St. Patricks day.” 


| 
| 


toe 


The Baltimore Anerican of the 20th ult. says :—‘* The Ro- | 
man Catholic Cathedral of this city, was entered by robbers | 
on Thursday night, and articles to the amount of between | 
two and three hundred dollars taken therefrom. We are glad | 
to learn, however, that none of the costly furniture of the | 
church fell into the hands of the depredators.”’ 


EEE 
Interments in the Catholic burying-ground since the publi- 
cation of the last ‘ Jesuit.” 
Ann Green, 14 months ; Joseph Tafts, 5 years and7 mos. ; | 
Mary Elizabeth Fowler, 22 years; Mary Keating, 80 years. 
Died, on Sunday, May 12, Margaret, wife of Phomas M’- | 
Manus, of East Cambridge, aged 25 years ; a native of county 
Fermanaugh, Ireland. | 





NEW CATHOLIC MUSIC BOOK, 


TINHIS is now in the press, or rather under the stamp} 

J hammer, and will be published as soon as the work 
be executed. Price to subscribers, $2 per copy, one half tobe 
paid in advance, and the balance on delivery of the book; ty 
non-subscribers, $2,50 cts. cash. Any person procuring fi 


efficient subscribers shall receive one copy gratis. March J§, 











FOR SALE 


yPN the town of Whitefield, a Farm, containing one hundred 
if and twenty five acres of good land ; also a good house and: 
barn ; and a large orchard. Tt yields from 15 to 20 tons of ha 
per year. It will be sold on reasonable terms. Application tg 
be made to the Rev. DENNIS RYAN. April. 6, 








See Exod. 31, 17. Acts. | 
115,20. You feedon those forbidden meats warrant- | 
Why do you without any | 
| precept of Scripture, change the everlasting covenant 
of the Sabbath day into Sunday, warranted by our | 





Your reputation is at stake, | 
and in public judgment will be lost, if you fly from | 
vyour Rule of Faith, without any show of defence. | 








WELROY---TAILOR, 


No. 12, East Conner Warren Avenur, CHARLESTOWN, 
BY ESPECTFULLY informs his friends and the public that 
iRY he carries on the above business with the strictest atten. 
tion to punctuality. He flatters himself that from his experi 


| ence in the various branches of his profession, he shall be eng 
Will yousay that these things || 


bled to give the utmost satisfaction to those who may please t» 
honor him with their commands. Navy and Military work 
done in a first rate style, and with despatch. Feb 2. 





7 JOHN NUGENT, 
ENERAL Cabinet Furniture, Chair, Feather Bed, and 
Mattress Warehouse, No. 25 & 27 Ccrnhill, late Market 
Street, Boston. 
N. B. J. N. would recommend to persons from the countey 
wanting to purchase Furniture, to call as above and examine 
for themselves, before they purchase elsewhere. Jan. 5, 





15 WATER STREET. 


Wy ILLIAM P. M’KAY, would avail 

himself of this opportunity to re- 
pom. c~ turn his sincere thanks to his patrons and 
nr” Ay the public generally, for the liberal share 
hs ep “2 of support which they have been plrased 
a: \ \ wy fi to — on a sere te Pe nt 
AP OS 9! Sav "5 in business, and would respectfully solicit 

NA = PL a continuance, at the pi time pen 
them that he will spare no pains nor personal attention to rem 
der and execute the smallest favor bestowed in his line at once 






| the most reasonable and satisfactory, and feels a degree of plea- 


sure and confidence in saying that the articles now offered for 
sule to the ladies and gentlemen cannot in point of quality and 
urice fail to please. Fine gold plat-d lockets; fine do. jet, pearl, 
chased and plain finger rings; fine do.pearl, jet & paste broochs, 
iarp, shamrock, rose, eross and other patterns; silver thimbles; 
lo. toothpicks ; do. tea spoons, plated table and t-a, do. ; satin 
stone necklaces ; scissors ; spectacles ; penknives ; ladies and 
rentlemen’s gilt morc eco pocket books with and without clasps; 
‘hadiographic thre slit pens, with and without German silver 
vases and ivory handles; double ‘and single ivory and horn 
mocket combs ; watch chains, seals, keys and trimmings gene- 


| rally; vrarranted English watches, from 14 to $25 each; do. 


eight day gilt and mahogany timepieces, &c. 
March 23. eptf 








ORSES. Carriages and Chaises’ to let by FRANCIS 
#4 LAFFERTY, at the Exchange Stable. 


*,*” Atso—Stabling for Horses. 


April 27. 





THOMAS MURPHY’S 
BOARDING HOUSE, 
Federal Street, No. 23, Corner of Franklin Street, 
BOSTON. 








DR. S.-H. SMITH, No. 11, Atkinson Street. 





Printing neatly executed at this Office. 
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LIST OF AGENTS FOR THE 
‘ Fourth Vol. of the 
JESUIT, orn CATHOLIC SENTINEL. 


John Tardi, 
Maurice Moriarty, Montreal. T. Mooney, 
Rev.J.O Callaghan, Burlington | 

Patrick Mooney, Boston. | 

P. Denvir, 

Rev. J. Mahony, 


Lowell. Rev.A. Wainwright, Ba/trmore. 
Patrick Powers, " 


Rev. Wm. Wiley, Salem. Chas. Co. Md. ~ 
Matthew Newport, “  J.D.Murphy, Washington,D.G 
D. O'Callahan, Watertown, Ms. | George 
Rev. P. Kannavan, Sandwich. | town, D. C. 
Rev. P. Connolly, Providence. Robert Camm, Norfolk, Vee" 
Rev. Mr. Ryan, Whitefield, Me. J. Haseltine, Bardstown, Ky ~ 
Rey. John Corry, Taunton.|M. O'Dillon, Savannah, Goede ~ 


A. M. Talley, 
Rev.J.M'Dermott, Vew Haven. Rev.R.P.Miles,Zanesville, “ 
P.J.M'Namara, Rochester NV. Y. IF. C. Hase, Perryville, Mis. 


——_a 


Quebec. Rev.F.O’Donohue,Salina,V ¥ — 
Brooklyn, N. ¥- 
Rev.C.D.French, Portland,Me. John Manning, Albany, N. ¥- 

Ticonderoga, 
Essex Co. N. ¥: 
Charlestown. Rev.P.Rafferty, Pittsburgh,Pa 


ee hee ee 


John Spalding, Pleasant Hill, ~ 


. j 
. 


Hartford. M.P.Cassilly, Cincinnati, Ohiee 
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